App/fca fcn No. 10/667 B51 

Am^r^dmBrit Dated 8/27/2009 

mpff to Office Actk^f} dated 4/27/2009 

Cla^m^ 1-33 are pending m ih^ prmenlapplimUon. Claims 1 , i i , 21 , and 26 
are corr^ntly amanded. Claims 28-33 am new. The Commissioner or Director §8 
Here% authorized to chame Dfeposit Accoijfit D4-052S for the six additional claims 
excess of 20 cte^ms under 37 C.F.R. 1.16{i) in the amount of $ 312, 

35 aS.C. §112 

Glarms 1-27 were rejected undar 35 y.S:C. 112 , second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for felNng to particuiarly point out ^nd distinctively cfa^m the subfeal matter 
wiifoh applicant regards as the Invent ton. particular, the Offfce Action alleges that 
there is nothing m the claim ^artgiiage which reiates the seteetion of Ine^ntfve 
programs to limiting the inGentive programs to oertaln providers with superb r qualit^^ 
or customer satrsfactfen, (Office Action at page 2 j This rejection respectful iy 
traversed for the foHowing reasons. 

•Applicants have amended claims 1, 1 1 and 21 to delete the reference to ''to 
limit the Jnoentive programs to certain providers with superior quality or customer 
saSsfactbn/' New claims 28, 29 aod 30 call for "Ernlting the incentive programs to 
certain providers'' to clarify the claims and to dlstrnct^vely claim the subject matter in 
conformaeoe with section 112. Appjtcar^s respectfel^ lesquast a wthdrawa^ of the 
section 112 rejection of dy rns 1.11 and 21 

Claim Objaoilons 

Cia§m 21 was objected to bscayse of the fanguage "the system comprising 
the steps of," Accordingly, Apptjcants ftave deleted Ihe language '*the steps of' to 
address the claim objection to olairn 21. 

m U>S g ^ 103 

Claims 1-5, 7-9, 11-15, 17-19, 21-23 and were rejeeied under 3S 
U.S.g 103(8) as being unpat^ntabte over U S. Pub. No^ 2001/0047307 A1 
CBennetf) in view of U.S^ Pub. No. 2003/0163401 A1 C'Dlnes'') and in further view of 
the publication of D; Aaker, V, Kumar, ar^d G, Day, yari<eting Research (Seventh 
Edition) (''Aal<;0r**)v This rejection is respectfully iraversed lor the fdllowm^ reasons. 
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Aa^iication Nq^ 10/667 $S1 

Ammdment Dated 8/27/2009 

R0piy ta Off fee /kctmn dated mi/ZGQB 

Benneft 

Bennett qlsclosas pn o?1-l§ne purchasing system tliat soppDrts bu)^^^ 
effanjabHity screeriing. {Abstract) Bennett selscts buyers to whom Incentives am 
(MnbiMd ip.§., via e-maH). (Bennett at paragraphs 146 and 161.) Bennett a^so 
selects Joan offerings for a g^ven good or service selected by a buyer . (Bennett at 
paragraphs 38 and 152:) The "affordabiyty-based web server may identify an 
acfditiona^ and supenor toan offering or good pncing that may opnvlnce the buyer to 
cor^plet& the transaottonr' (Bennet at paragraph 146 ) Bennett disoteses tliat the 
'1and0r may identify buyers havmg pandmg underlying transactions inyo^virig, or who 
pave show interest in, the good s^, aerviees prfiinancmg of the lender or seHer." 
(Sennatt at pamgraph 148.) Bennett r^ferartces the "peiBona! credit history'- of the 
iSuyer (Bennett at pamgrapll 1 05) and 'loan history" of ^dans witHm the Sender's 
porifoltQ„ (Bennett at paragraph 96.) 

Dines discloses a method for forming a ioan agreement where the tender 
contractually shares the proceeds from a future sale of commodity. (Dines, 
Abstract and claim 1.) in Dines the tender shares ?n the grower's risk based on the 
pnoe Jevel of the commodity, for axampte. (Dines at paragraph 63.) The tender may 
provide a lower interest rate to the grower In exohange for the abiNty to share 
Den^fits when the market pnce of a comrnod^ty grown by the grower is high. (Pmes, 
paragraphs 62 and 63 ) 

Even if Bennatt and pmee cpuM be cpmfoined, the altegad corridination p^ 
Bennett and Omes would not meet claim 1 or ctefm 11, The alleged combir^ation of 
Benr^ett and Dines does riot discfosie selecting of incer^tive programs as r^ciled In 
the cf^tms as noted m the Office Action. (Office Action at page 6.) In parlicu^ar, the 
aOeged camblnalion of Bennett and Dines lacks; '%etectlng the availabte tnGentive 
prDgrams from the sibrary of incentive programs through the dfeoretion of a particular 
retaiter sarvioing a partioyfar producer basecl ori retailer preferences comprlsliig a 
geograpliic region that tiie mla^ier services, histcirlc sai^s^ and a syppller 
relationstilp with or m0r^ syppller^ of tlie m€0iiti¥e pmgram^v' set forth 
in claim 1 and claim 1 1 (emphases addeci). 
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Applicatm No. iO/&$7M1 

Ammdmmt Dated 8/27/20G9 

R&piy to Of^ce Action (^atB^ 4/2T/20Q9 

Aaker 

Tne Office Action cites Aaker in an afifempt to niak^ up for th^ above noted 
defkmn&BB in the alleg^ qombinaSon of Beonaft and Pinas. Aak^r dtectosas that 
'Iha ^tam combines a database fulf of information about customers' buying habt^ 
with anaiytlcal software that, among dth©r things, g^ves buyers answers to key 
marketing questions: which products and cotors sold best, wh^ch vendors were most 
prof§tablev whicn time of ^t^^ was best for seH^ng particular ?tems;yke sneakers/' 
(Aaker at page 691 Aaker rafemnc^s ''a database should attempt to create . . 
relevant orgarilmtfoo data for iridystrial buyers . perhaps information about the 
ama of the organization's economic or social Socatpn...'* (Aaker at page 693). Aaker 
disofeses that "a database should attempt to create . , recenc^'/frequenoy/monetary 
transadbn history by date, clollar amounts (ournufatlve) of purohase, and pmduot 
(iinss) pMni^hased." (Aaker at |>age;6§3.} 

Th^ allayed combination lacks several ciaimed features in daim 1, 11 and 21 with 
respect to the sejectmcj of avayable mcentjva programs as noted balow. 

Even if it were possibfe to combme Bennett Dmas and Aaker, the affeged 
comblfiatlon of Bannett, Dines and Aaker woylGf not meet o^aim 1,11 and 21 in 
plaims 1 and 11, the alleged Gomblnatipii would laqk at teast tha features of 
-seleeting the available fnceritlve programs fmm the library of Inc^atl^e 
proprams through tha discmtiori of a particylar^^ir^^ sah/icm0 a partiesjlar 
pros^yeer i^asacl on retailer pref©r0rices eqmpr^^ a geographic raglan t^at 
tfi^ mtailer services, liistorlc sa^es, and a soppiler mlationsliip with oirie or 
mom suppliers of tiie incent^ye programs." lEmphasis Addado) 

The GSaim in the patent dooyment under analysis may not be used In hhdsight 
to show the olDvtousness of combining rndi\/idual elements selected from different 
references. SeBy Bg., Penteo, inc. v. &rBphlc Controls Corp., 776 F.2d 309 (Fed. Cir. 
1 985). In Aaker, alone or in combinatfon, the mem dfsdosure of a ilst of generai 
marketing terms without any teaching or suggestion to com bine them or organize 
them In me manner ciairn^d is not same as ^aiactlng inoentiv^ programs based on 
ratalter pmferences comprising (1) a geographic region thM the retailer services, {2) 
hbtprtc sales, and (3) a suppHef refatloftship vi^th one or more suppliers &f the 
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Appijoafjon No, '10M67,B5i' 

Amer}dmBnt D0t0d S/27/2009 

Reply to Omce Aj:^tion mted 4/27/2009 

incentive progranis, as redted in claims 1 and 11 Acmrdlngly. Aaker fails to make 
yp for the prevlousKMioted deffciencte^ of Bennett and Dines. 

WitH res^eot above item (1) "tlie gec^faphic area that the i^tailer service 
Aaker merely refereneas ''a database should attempt to create . rele^aot 
organlEa^on data fbr Iriclwtr^al buyers perhaps MomBiim about the area of 
the organizatton's economic or sociai tooation. , (Aaker at page 693). However, the 
claimed "geQgraphic region that the retailer serviGes'' is disti net from a an mdystrial 
feyyer's ''econonilc or social location" in Aaker. The rataHer services a geographic 
area a se!ter and the industrfel buyer is a purchaserv which are different rotes with 
different geographic Jopattons or areas. 

With respecf to above item (2) "historiG sales," Aaker discloses that "a 
database shouJd attempt to create recency/frequency/monetary transact 
by date, dollar arnounts (cumufative) of purchasev and product (nnes) purchased." 
(Aaker at page 693>) Aal^^er does not address how the transaction history is used in 
conjunction with stems (1 ) and (3) as dairtled tb seiect "the available inceintive 
programs from the library of incentrve programs through the discretfon of a particular 
reta^isr servlcmg a prodycer based on retailer preferences coniprisrng a geographic 
regfon Ihst the retaHer servioes, histonc safes, and a supplter relationship with one or 
more suppiiers of the mGentive prograrns;' as sat forth claims 1 and 11. 

With respect to above item C3) 'Vvhich vendors were most profitable'' Is not the 
sarne as "a suppiier relationship with orie or more suppliers of the incentive 
prc^rams" as recited in c^alrns 1^ 11 and 21. Forexampte, a siipplfer relationship 
may consider things iike the quality or custojT^r satisfaotbn of a supplier, as 
opposed to the profitability of tt^ suppiler, ^The retaiier may limit the incentive 
programs to certain provldeifB wifi sypenor quality or custonier satisfaction fpr 
any other reason that promotes prod uot sales un^er the incentive programs or 
otherwise" as noted in paragraph 72 of the specrfi cation. 

Accordingly, even if it were possible to combine the three references, the 
alleged combination of Bennett Dines and Aaker does not meet claims 1 , 11 or 21. 
With respect to claims 1 and 11, the alleged oombinations lacks at feast the foHowing 
feafure: (a) "'selecting the available mcentive programs from the library of moent^ye 
programs through the discretion of a particular retailer sefvic^ng a particuiar producer 
b^sed on rMa^ier preferences cornphsing a gaogftplilq regmii INM tlie rMailer 
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Appfloaik>n No. 1 WB67'^ SS 1 

Am^ndmmi 8/27/2Q09 

Repiy to.Offim Action dated 4^27/2009 

services, hlstonc sales, and a supplier relati<srisliip or more sypplfers 

of tfie Inoentive pmgrams.'' (Emphass Added ) 

Claim 21 Is diferentfrom clmm 1 because ft is a system cteim, a m^o^ 
things. Consistent with the above discussion of oiaim 1, theJanguage of claim 21 m 
somesv^iat similar to claim 1 Jn that it mcites tha foltewmg language: '1he avariafele 
incentive programs saleeted from a coniprehens^velist of incentive programs 
through the discretion of a particular retaiter servicing the prodycer based on retailer 
pmferences Gompfislrig a geograplitc region tliat the retajter services, htetorlc saies, 
or a supplier re^ationsfiip with one or more suppliers of the fncant^ve programs," 

Aocordingiy, tlie same arguments tl^at applied to claim 1 and ciairri 11 above, 
appfy to claim 21 as fully set forth herein, in claim 21 , the alleged combtaation of 
Bennett, Dines, and Aaker lacks the seteotion of incentives based on retaifer 
preferences sucb as the "geographic ragipn ihat the fetalier services, histosic sales, 
or a supplier relationsiirp w^th one or itiora suppliers of the in<sentive programs^" The 
above noted differences behVeen thecl^lm language (of datms 1, 11 or 21) and the 
alteged combination favors a finding of nonobviousness under the analysis of 
Qralmm v. John Deem Co.. 383 U S, 1 (1966) 

For the foregoing reasons, the aliagad aombinalion of Bennett and Dines 
does not meet claim 1 or Glaim 1 1 . Claims 2^.10, 27, 28 and 31 depend on cla^m 1 
and are patentable for at ^east similar reasons to clairn 1 , Claims 12-20, 29, and 32 
depend or\ oiaim 11 and are patentabte for at least similar reasons to cisim 11. 
CJaims 22-26, 30 arid 33 depend upon c^aim 21 arid are patervlable for at least 
slrr^ilar reasons to claim 2^^ AppHcants respectfoHy neciye^t withcirawal of the sectfe^ 
1 03 rejection of the above claims. 

The ^ acks several claimed features In claim 1, 11 and 21 v^ith 

respecl to the transferrinci of da^^ from a £>rograrn manaoer to financia soreenina 
grpgess, as, n.oted betow. . 

Even 5f it were poss^bte to CGrnbine Bennett, Oines and Aaker/th alleged 
oornb^hatjon of Bennett, Dines and Aaker would not maet cla^ni 1, 11 or 21. With 
respeot to cialm 1, the aSMged oombination iacks at least the features of 'Iransferring 
ttue erpp planning data apd incentive pmgr^rn data on the preferehtia! program Iro^ 
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AmBrfdment Dated 8/27/2009 

Reply to Gffim Action dated 4/27/Z009 

a program manager to a Unanolal scrB^enifig pmcass to reduce or ^iiFnln ate 
dupiteatiye re^ntr^r af the background data applicable to tlie ineentSve programs and 
the financial ^cr^aoing prace^^ a36H2<:^iated with lnandng of the products via 
efectronib cdmrr^onleaiioris> where ah application data capture nfiodyte populales an 
application for the financial product based on the gathered background data J' 
Similariy, claim 11 redtes 'Iransfernng the gathered back^ data and sefected 
incentive program data from a program manager to a fmancial screening prooess to 
reduce or siimlnate dupiicative reentry of the backgrqund data applicable to the 
incenive prDgrarrls and the finar^daf screening process assodaled with fmancing the 
product^ via etectroniG cammunications, an appiteat^oh dat^ capture modiife 

populates an appOcation for the^nandaf product based on Itie gathered background 
data.'* Simll^riy> claim 21 caHs for *1rao$fernog the gathered background information 
and selected preferential incentive program from a program manager to a flnanciaS 
screening process to reduce or eliminate dupiicative reentry of the background data 
appHcable to the incentive programs and the financial screening process assodated 
with financing the products, where an application data capture modute populates an 
application for the financial product based on the gathered background data J' 

Neither Bennett, nor Dines, nor Aaker, alone, or in eombination; disolose 
transferring the crop plannmg data and incentive program data on the preferential 
program to a financial screening process "to reduce or eliminate duplicative reentry 
of the background data appNcafcle to the incentive programs and the financial 
screening process associated with financing of the products'' as recfted in daims 1, 
11 and 21. Instead, Bennett merely references using obtajned credit report 
jnfermatlon to determine the llkellhood of a buyer feeing approved for financing, for 
e3<aniple. (Paragraph 16,) In Bennett, personal inlbrrnatton is merely used to obtain 
crediireporl information, for exampte. (Bennett at paragraph 16 and Bennett at 
claims 1 , 10 and 21) In the Office Actson, the Examiner noted that "Bennett does not 
disclose receiving crop piannmg or backgrounrf data of a particular producer and 
wherein the crop planning data is sent along w^th the incentive program to a finanda^ 
screening process.'' (Offica Action at p. 6 >) Although Examiner states that Bennett 
diseioses information data associated with a transaction may be sent with the 
incentive pfogmm data t>r finanomi serieen (OfUce Action at p. citing Paragraph 
137) , in tfee cited paragraph Bennett disdoses that 'loan applicai^^ 
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Amendment Dated B/27/2Q09 

Repiy tD Omae Action ^ated 4/27/'2Q09 

to aH applloabte mtegrat^ lenders that oparate independently. Those integrated 
lenders that do ddt Dperate mdependenti>s but that operate within the system 
performing the method 110D, autpniiatica% receive loan applfcations correspopding 
to the buyer/* (Paregraph 1 27.) However distdbution of loan appStcations to different 
tenders different than popu^aing an applloatten (e.g., a loan appficatton) by 
transferring data frorii the program manager to the finanoi^ screening process, as 
set forth in claims 1 11 and 21 . The Ol^ce Actbn's interpretation of Paragraph 127 
fepresanls a strained mterpretation, a stretched reading, or a sinipla 
misunderslanding of the plain meaning of Paragraph 127. 

in contrast to the claims, other portions bf Bennett epcplain the entry of loan 
application data rather terse^/ as folJov^s: *The originatbn Inlerface (l/F) 610 itself 
rnay contain, among other things, an remote loan appHealbn entry fupctlon S12 and 
a local Scan appNcation enlry function 614;" (Paragraph 90 and FfG. S.) 'The loan 
onglnatlon sever software 380 perfornis ail of the processing and paperwork that is 
required id perform loan approval, and may also ihclude buyer signatyre^^c^ 
funcltonality.'' (Paragraph 58.) "The loan originatten software 424 provides to buyer 
for comptetbn via the buyer's browser/user interface 460. all the necessary financing 
forms, eto.. and even provides for buyer signature capture.'' (Paragraph 74.) 
Therefore; in contrast the claim language/the alleged comiDination would merely 
provide for ''buyer signature capture'\ahd oornmonplaGB entry of !oan applipatlon 
dBta via a buyer web farowser as taught by Bennett. (Paragraph 74 } 

Benn^tt^^sd refers to lender ihfortnalidn far evaluating ioans as fdlbws: 
"Profile pararneters of multiple tenders stored in memory delermjne the prddudt(s) 
that the buyer qualities to purchase and the loan(s) applicable to each.'' (Paragraph 
idS:) W^th respeotto the affefdability s^ Bennett references that 

''manyayy entered parameters N 885. are those of nonlhteg rated fenders, wh?ch 
parameters are manually entered. Parameters as such should be CGnfirmed with the 
relevant lander before ^oan originatioo to determine whether they are st^i vajld,'* 
(Paragraph 1 1 4) 

J^oreoyer, nothing in Bennett, aipne or in con^blnatton with the other 
refer^nce^, teacher or suggests "where an appycation data capture modute 
populates an appEicatson for the financial product based on the gathered background 
data" as; now recited in clairns 1, 11 and 21 . The above amendment is supported by 
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tha appHcation on page 11 at paragraph 44, on page 20 at paragraph 86, and on 
pag:^ 23 at paragraph 97. 

Dmes nerther {imclo5e3 inqentive prqgrarns fer agnciiftural input products, nor 
sharing baekgfDund data for bolh the incentive program and financiaS screening. 
Aaker does not make up for the above noted deficiencies of Bennett and D?nes^ wftfi 
respect to transferrmg of data from a pragram manager to a financial screening 
process. 

The alteged comblnatiDri of Bennett, Dines and Aaker mites upon thme 
references, where the GHiice Aotion, se^^ combines features of moftiple 

refferenc^s with the Imprpper y^e of hlndsiglit in intarpreting tHa true Db|e<^lve sc:ope 
of the references. For axample, the Office Adlon^s strairied in^ of Bennett 

gO0s far beyond AVhat Bennett actually disclose^ ais explamed above. Because 
Sennetti alone or in combination, does not show the clairned feature in Paragraph 
127 or elsewhere, the rejection based on section 1031s deficient. Further, claims 1 , 
11 and 21 have been amended to further emphasize the non-obvious features 
associated with the transfernng of data between the program manager and the 
fmancial screening process ''where an application data capture module popu^a^es an 
appfication for the financial product based on the gathered background data." 
Instead, the .alleged combination would merely provide for "buyer signature capture*' 
and cpmmbnplaca er^try of ican application data via a buyer web browser as taught 
by Bennett. (Faragrapli 74,) The abovei differences between the cteims and the pripf 
art favor a finding of obvioysn^fes under the anailysis of Graharn John Deem Co., 
383 U.So 1 (1086), For the above reasons, Applicants respectfuily request 
withdrawal of the section 193 rejecttons of darms 1, 11, and 21, 

Clalriis 2-1p, 27, 28, md 31 d^pf nd onjDiaim 1 ^hd am p^ntal^le for ^ feast 
similar reasons to dalm 1. Claims 12-20, 29, and 32 depend on olalm 11 and are 
patentabfe for at teas! similar reasons to claim 1 1 . Applicants respeotfully request 
withdrawal of trie section 103 repctbn of the above dalms. Glalms 22-26, 30 and 33 
depend on elaim 21 and are patentable for at least similar reasons to da^ni 21. 

in cla^m 25, *'the program manager eoniprises a crop pfannmg intertaQe* is; 
soppofted by at teast FIG. 1C and paragraphs 39 and 40 of the application , for 
exampte. The amended tenguage of claim 25 was not submitted to oymcome any 
priar art, but to place the clairh in better form or to irnpro^ its clanty. 
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New claims 28, 29 and 30 call for "Jimiting the iooentiva programs to certain 
providers/' New claims ar^ supported at feast by paragraph 72 of the appiicatibn, for 
exampie. With respeot to dalms 2B, 29 and 30, the alleged cambination of Bennett 
Dines and Aaker fuither laeks ''ttie i?artl€iiiar retailer llmltir^g the Ineentive 
programs to Certain pf^^iclers amoiig syppliars;' as recited Jn the claims. 
(Emphasis added.) 

New claims 31 , 32 and 33 calffor transferring certain information from the 
program manager to a finanGlai screening processlocally within the data processing 
system/CGnsistentwith FIG. 1A, FfCS, IB, FIG, 1G, FIG, ID, FIG. 3A, and FIG. 38 
and the accompanying te^ m thi^ applfc^tion. For example, FIG. l A^ho^s an arrow 
connecting the program manager 532 (or its transfernng agent 512) with the finanaal 
screenmg; systern 504 to facilitate Idcai data transfer within the Integrated finandal 
processing system SOO after suocessful authentteatEon of the user klentifler and 
corresponding password. (See, e.g., Paragraphs 24-26 of the Applieation.) No new 
matter has b^en ^dded. 

Bennett alone or in combination, with Dines and Aaker, discloses separate 
web servers for "a single seilefs sale site," " a sIngle Jender's system,^' ^-a third party 
multi-seyer sales system/ or a muiti lender system/' which inherer^tjy requires 
GGmmunicatbns over the internet between the separate web servers. For example, 
BenneE d^seloses integrated saHer sates, s 470, a mylti^Mndsr loan pps- 

approval software 410, and Sender's software 420 in FIG. 4. Further, data transfer 
between the Integrated seHer sales software 470, a mySKtender loan pre-approvai 
sof^'afe 410, and tender's software 420 appears to ocdurover the ^r^ternet 488 in 
Ft©, 4, as to opposed to transferring, v/ithln the data processing system, as cteimad 
m new cSaims 31 , 32 and 33. 

Any and all claim Jimitations that were not expressly discussed above 
generally were not submitted to overcome any prior art but to place the claims in 
better form or to improve their clarity - 
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In conclusion, it is b^l^evad that this appyGation is in conditiqn for altowance, 
and such aliowance is raspectfully requested. Any fees or charges due as a reault 
iilmg Of the pr^enl paper may be charged against Deposit Aocount 04-0525. 

Respectfuliy submitted 
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